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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to the amendments and RCE filed on 7/24/2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Watanabe 
US 2001/0008502) in view of Deckert (US 4420780) and fiirther in view of Tezuka et al (US 
2002/0172136). 

Regarding claim 8, Watanabe discloses a magneto-optical storage device including a light 
condenser for formation of a laser spot on a storage medium (SIL, fig. 3) and a magnetic field 
generator for generation of a magnetic field at a region where the laser spot is formed (Magnetic 
field mod. coil, fig. 3) wherein the light condenser and the magnetic field generator are mounted 
on a floating slider and wherein the light condensor includes a first and second object lenses 
(Prefocus Lens, and SIL, fig. 3). Watanabe fails to disclose wherein the slider is the slider 
according to claim 8. In the same field of endeavor, Deckert discloses a floating slider including 
an opposing face opposed to a storage medium (fig. 2), the opposing face having a crown surface 
like an outer columnar surface having an axis extending radially of the storage medium (fig. 2), 
the floating slider being floated off the storage medium by air flowing in between the storage 
medium and the opposing surface (col. 2 lines 22-29), wherein the following expression is 
satisfied where d represents a crown thickness defined as a distance from an vertex of an arc in a 
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section of the crown surface to a chord of the arc, and L represents a slider length defined as a 
length of the opposing face parallel to the chord: 250 (nm/mm) x L (mm) < d (nm) < 250 
(nm/mm) x L (mm) + 1500 (mm) (col. 2 lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to one or 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to provide the slider of Deckert to 
the device of Watanabe. The rationale is as follows: One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to provide the slider of Deckert to the device of Watanabe in order to improve 
the stability of the sUder using the shape of the crown. 

Further regarding claim 8, Watanabe in view of Deckert fail to disclose the object lenses 
being supported as claimed in claim 8. In the same field of endeavor, Tezuka discloses wherein 
a first object lens is supported by a substrate via a micro-positioning controller (50, 55, fig. 3 nad 
par. 42), and a second object lens supporting by a casing that covers the micro-positioning 
controller (41,4, fig. 3), and wherein the micro-position controller includes a fixed piece fixed to 
the substrate (par. 41 and 54, fig. 3), a movable piece which holds the first object lens and is 
movable relative to the fixed piece with the first object lens (51, fig. 3 and par. 41). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to 
support the objective lenses with the system of Tezuka. The rationale is as follows: One of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention would have been motivated to 
support the objective lenses of Watanabe in view of Deckert with Tezuka's system in order to 
have the objective lenses be movable relative to one another to compensate for the aberration 
during recording and reproduction. 

Regarding claim 5, Deckert further discloses wherein the slider length is 2 mm through 6 
mm, a slider width defined as a distance of the opposing face radially of the storage medium is 
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1 .2 mm through 5.0 mm, and the crown thickness d is 500 nm through 3000 nm (col. 2 lines 15- 
21). 

Regarding claim 9, Watanabe in view of Deckert fail to disclose wherein the magnetic 
field generator comprises a coil which becomes parallel to a flat portion of the disk when the 
storage disk is rotating. In the same field of endeavor, Tezuka discloses mounting the objective 
lenses as applied to claim 8 above and further discloses mounting the magnetic coil such that it 
becomes parallel with the rotating disc (60, fig. 3 and fig. 9A). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to mount the magnetic coil 
such that it becomes parallel with the surface of the rotating disc. The rationale is as follows: 
One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention would have mounted the 
magnetic coil so that it becomes parallel with the disc as it would have been the combination of 
prior art elements using known methods to yield predictable results. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Watanabe US 
2001/0008502) in view of Deckert (US 4420780) and Tezuka (US 2002/0172136) and further in 
view of Akagi et al (US 5253232). 

Regarding claim 2, Watanabe, Deckert and Tezuka, fail to disclose wherein the opposing 
face has an air entering end formed with a tapered flat surface having a length of 0.3 mm through 
0.5 mm toward the chord and crossing the chord at an angle of 0.5 degrees through 1 .0 degree. 
In the same field of endeavor, Akagi discloses tapering a crown that is on a sUder such that a 
taper length is .4 mm (fig. 9) and the angle is selected between .5 degrees and 1 degree as the 
optimal angle (fig. 9). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide 
the taper with the length and the angle disclosed. The rationale is as follows: One of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention would have been motivated to provide a 
taper for the slider in order to improve the dynamic floating stability of the flying head (see 
Akagi, col. 7 lines 41-53) 

Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Watanabe 
US 2001/0008502) in view of Deckert (US 4420780) and Tezuka (US 2002/0172136), and 
further in view of Barrois et al (US 5748408) 

Regarding claim 3, Watanabe, Deckert and Tezuka fail to disclose wherein the opposing 
face has an air entering end formed with a recessed step having a depth of 1 um through 5 um. 
In the same field of endeavor. Barrios discloses providing a step within the range of 1 um and 5 
um (col. 4 lines 56-61). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the slider disclosed by Watanabe in view of Deckert and Tezuka by providing the step disclosed 
by Barrois. The rationale is as follows: One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention would have been motivated to provide the step in order to limit the flight 
height with increased speed (see Barrios col. 3 lines 20-25). 

Regarding claim 4, Watanabe, Deckert and Tezuka fail to disclose wherein the floating 
slider is a monorail slider in which the entire crown surface is formed as a single surface. 
Barrois discloses wherein the slider can be altematively formed as a monorail slider (col. 1 lines 
20-23). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the slider 
disclosed by Deckert by providing a monorail slider. The rationale is as follows: One of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention would have been motivated to 
provide a monorail structure in order to simplify the slider configuration. 
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Claims 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Watanabe US 
2001/0008502) in view of Deckert (US 4420780) and Tezuka (US 2002/0172136). 

Regarding claim 6, Deckert discloses a slider with a length of 4 mm, width of 3 mm and 
crown thickness of 1 um, but fails to disclose wherein the slider length is approximately 6 mm, the 
slider width defined as a distance of the opposing face radially of the storage medium is 
approximately 4 mm, and the crown thickness d is 1500 nm through 3000 nm. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the 
length of 4 mm, width of 3 mm and crown thickness of 1500 nm. The motivation would have 
been: to adjust the dimensions of slider in the course of routine engineering 
optimization/experimentation. Moreover, absent a showing of criticality, i.e., unobvious or 
unexpected results, the relationships set forth in claim 6 are considered to be within the level of 
ordinary skill in the art. Additionally, the law is replete with cases in which the mere difference 
between the claimed invention and the prior art is some range, variable or other dimensional 
limitation within the claims, patentability cannot be found. It furthermore has been held in such 
a situation, the applicant must show that the particular range is critical, generally by showing that 
the claimed range achieves unexpected results relative to the prior art range(s); see In re 
Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 1578, 16 USPQ2d 1934, 1936 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Moreover, the instant 
disclosure does not set forth evidence ascribing unexpected results due to the claimed 
dimensions; see Gardner v. TEC Systems. Inc., 725 F.2d 1338 (Fed. Cir. 1984), which held that 
the dimensional limitations failed to point out a feature which performed and operated any 
differently fi-om the prior art. The disclosure shows that the advantages are contained for 
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dimensions within a range as depicted in figure 6, and Deckert's disclosure shows dimensions 
within that range. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 2-6 and 8-9 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Hirokane et al (US 2002/0080689) discloses a recording and reproducing device with 
two objective lenses which are capable of being moved in a focusing and radial direction relative 
to one another (fig. 44). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TAWFIK GOMA whose telephone number is (571)272-4206. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Feild can be reached on (571) 272-4090. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Joseph H. Feild/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 
2627 



/Tawfik Goma/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2627 



